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the altar, to make an atonement for the souls of the peo- 
ple. The blood of atonement was consecrated by the spe- 
cial command of God, to the one solemn office of making 
reconciliation between God and man, and the Almighty 
saw fit, in consequence, to prohibit the Israelites, under the 
most solemn sanctions, from eating any manner of blood 
(dVkj). 

It is scarcely possible to conceive that the Apostles, who 
must have frequently heard this law read to them in the 
ordinary services of the Synagogue, must not have been 
struck by the contradiction between it and the words used 
by our Lord in the institution of the Eucharist, when 
taken in their bare, literal'imports. We read hi St. Mat- 
thew's Gospel (xxvi. 27) that, " taking the chalice, he 
gave thanks and gave to them saying, drink ye all of this, 
for this is my blood of the New Testament which is shed 
(iKxvvoiitvov) for many, unto remission of sins." Let us 
suppose that the doctrine of transubstantiation is true, and 
that the apostles actually believed that the wine in the cup 
which was given to them by their Divine Master was really 
and truly his blood, identical in substance with the blood 
which then ran in his veins, must njt Christ's command 
to them to drink this blood have appeared absolutely con- 
tradictory to the Mosaic law — a law, be it remembered, 
which, as our Lord himself informs the Jews, he came 
" not to destroy but to fulfil" — Matt. v. 17. That law, as 
we have seen declared — " I will set my face against the 
man that eateth blood, and will cut him off from among 
his people, for it is the blood that maketh an atonement for 
the soul." Our Blessed Lord said to his apostles, when 
giving them the cup — " Drink ye all of this ; for this is 
m ilood which is shed for many for the remission of sins." 
The very same reason is assigned for the prohibition of 
blood in the Old Testament, and for the use of the Eucha- 
ristic cup in the New — namely, the connection between 
blood and the remission of sins. If the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation be true — if the actual, corporeal blood of 
Christ is drank in the Lord's Supper — it seems plain that 
the very same action — namely, the use of blood — is, at one 
time, forbidden by God, and at another time commanded, 
and that the same identical reason is stated both for the 
prohibition and the commandment. This would be thought 
strange conduct in any human legislator — how much more so 
inhim "with whom there'is no variableness, neithershadow 
of turning" — Jam. i. 17. Who is " the same yesterday, 
to-day and for ever" — Heb. xiii. 8. .And further, is it rea- 
sonable to suppose that if the Eucharistic cup really and 
actually contained blood, and if the apostles believed 
that it contained it, they would have all drank it, in ex- 
press defiance of one of the plainest and most solemn pro- 
hibitions of the Mosaic law 1 

The evangelists, however, do not seem to have been at 
all aware that there was any difficulty in the case. When 
our Lord, after using the words we have cited above, gave 
the cup to them, we do not find that they made the slight- 
est objection or remonstrance. St. Mark simply states, 
" they all drank of it," and adds no further comment. Now 
this unhesitating compliance of the apostles with a com- 
mand which sounded like a plain violation of the Mosaic 
law, seems explicable only in one or other of two ways, 
either the apostles did not believe that the cup really con- 
tained the actual, corporeal blood of Christ— in which case, 
of course, they might freely partake of it without any vio- 
lation of the law — or, if they believed that the miracle of 
transubstantiation had really taken place, and that the 
wine was physically converted into the blood of Christ, 
they may have conceived, nevertheless, that they might 
drink of it without sin, because they had our Lord's express 
authority and command. Let us inquire into the probabi- 
lity of this latter view of the case. ■ 

We have before cited the remarkable words in which 
our Lord expressly disclaimed the intention of annulling or 
setting aside the Mosaic law.' "Do not think," said he, 
" that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets. I 
am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say 
unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle 
shall not pass of the law till all be fulfilled"— Matt, v., 17, 
18. From these words we may judge how very improba- 
ble it was that Christ would dispense with one of the weigh- 
tiest commands of that law, by enjoining his apostles to 
partake of blood— blood shed for the remission of sins — and, 
therefore, expressly prohibited for that very reason by God 
himself. But granting, for the sake of argument, that our 
Lord did give this command, the difficulty still remains, 
that all the Apostles, who had such intense reverence for 
the Mosaic law, seem to have complied with this open vio- 
lation of the law, without the least word of remark or in- 
quiry. St. Peter, who was forward enough with his 
remonstrances on other occasions, is now as silent as his 
companions. Did he believe that the law might be safely 
disregarded in virtue of Christ's command ? No ; for his 
conduct, on a later occasion, remarkably proves his deep 
unwillingness to break through one of the common pre- 
cepts of the ceremonial law, even when ordered to do so by 
the voice of God himself. The occurrence to which we 
refer is related, at length, in the 10th chapter of the Acts. 
St. Peter, we are told, saw, in a vision, a sheet let down 
from heaven, wherein were beasts of various kinds ; and 
there came a voice to him — " Rise, Peter, kill and- eat." 
But Peter said—" Not so, Lord, for I have never eaten 
anything that is common or unclean." Thrice, we are 
told, the vision was repeated— thrice the Divine command 
came to him, and thrice he refused to comply with what 



seemed to him a violation of the law — a law, which, he 
asserts that he had never broken, by eating anything that 
was common or unclean. 

Our readers may now judge for themselves in what light 
St. Peter and me other Apostles must have viewed our 
Lord's words, used at the institution of the eucharist. If 
they believed him to assert that the cup actually contained 
his own real, corporeal, physical blood, and that this was 
what he drank himself, and commanded them to drink like- 
wise, then we do not hesitate to assert that their silent 
and unresisting compliance appears not only unaccountable 
in itself, but is contradicted by the recorded behaviour of 
one of the chief of the Apostles, under circumstances of a 
much simpler kind — where the command came directly 
from God, and involved a much more trifling infringement 
of the Mosaic law. 

If, on the other hand, the disciples interpreted our Lord's 
words in accordance with the well-known custom of the 
paschal feast, which they had just celebrated, then the whole 
narrative becomes plain and easy. In that feast, we are 
told, the Jews, while partaking of the unleavened bread, 
which they were commanded to eat, used to say the follow- 
ing words — "This is the bread of affliction (smyn KjinS 
Nn) which our fathers ate in the land of Egypt."* 
Of course they did not think it was the selfsame bread which 
their fathers ate in Egypt, but it resembled it, and was a re- 
presentation of it. So, in like manner, when our Lord 
used the words, " this is my blood of the New Testament," 
the Apostles might naturally conclude him to mean, that 
the wine in the cup was a symbol or representation of his 
blood — an interpretation which would be confirmed by the 
fact that, in the very same sentence, after consecration, he 
called it " the fruit of the vine." Compare Matt, xxvi., 
26, 28, 29.) If so, his command to them to drink it 
would plainly involve ifo violation of the Mosaic law and 
would naturally call forth no remark or remonstrance from 
them. The whole narrative becomes plain and consistent ; 
no fundamental precept of the law is violated, and the Old 
and New Testaments are in perfect harmony. If, however, 
the dogma of transubstantiation be true, then the whole be- 
comes nearly inexplicable. Our, Lord, without one word of 
explanation, gives a command to his Apostles to violate the 
law forbidding the use of blood, a law which was first given 
to Noah (Gen. ix. 4), which was re-enacted by Moses 
(Lev. xvii. 10), and, what is stranger still, was afterwards 
prescribed by these same Apostles to all the Gentile con- 
verts (Acts xv. 29) ! The Apostles immediately, without 
one word of remonstrance, comply with this command, and 
perform an action which was forbidden under the most awful 
penalty in the law of Moses ; and yet, at a laterperiod, one 
of these very Apostles refuses to break thi3 law in a much 
smaller matter, even in obedience to God's express desire. 
We do not say that it is impossible that all this can be true : 
but we certainly do affirm that the above considerations ap- 
pear to us to add greatly to the other difficulties which are 
involved in the belief of transubstantiation. 



DIALOGUE ON THE CONSTRAINED CELIBACY 
OF THE CHURCH OF ROME. 



Eustachio. — You have asserted very freely that the law 
of celibacy, imposed upon our clergy by the Church, is a 
new law : you have said, moreover, that it was your inten- 
tion to bring forth more ample proofs of this than those 
which you have already adduced. I release you from this 
trouble, however, since, if you will listen to what I am 
about to say, you will be convinced that it is impossible to 
introduce into the Church of Rome new doctrines or new 
laws. If any one should attempt to introduce any novelty 
into a church, which sets up to be the chief, as well as the 
most ancient, and to have descended by a lawful chain of 
successors from Jesus Christ himself, all Christendom would 
be grieved at it ; all her doctors would strongly oppose it 
(at least all those who were not the inventors of the 
novelty) ; it would be resisted by councils, and the learned 
would immediately take pen in hand, to write against the 
innovator. Now, if the law against the marriage of the 
clergy is new, as you maintain, in what manner was it 
established in the Church? Why have the priests, the 
friars, the nuns, and, and, in fact, all the ecclesiastical 
orders accepted it ? Why have not the councils maintained 
the primitive practice, supporting it, as they ought to have 
done, by strong arguments ? 

Salviano. — There are manythings, my dearfriend,|which, 
in spite of bishops, princes, councils, and all who have 
opposed them, have been, nevertheless, established in the 
Church of Rome. Truly many learned persons have op- 
posed the new law of celibacy, as well as various councils, 
some sovereigns, and many subjects of the first rank, both 
ecclesiastics and secular persons. I mightpjesent you with 
a host of writers who, from age to age, have loudlv ex- 
claimed against the new law, and have stoutly contended 
for the liberty granted them by Christ. In fact, Isidore, 
William Durandus, Alderigo Bishop of Agusta, bearing 
the title of saint, as well as the whole of the Greek Church, 
manfully opposed all who tried to deprive them of it. This 
latter Church would never consent to be subject to the 
Roman Church. Thence it is that the Greek ecclesiastics 
contract marriage, according to the law of Justinian, of 
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the year 530— (In autent. de sanctiss. coll. 9). Cardinal 
Bellarmine writes to, this effect — "The Roman Church 
does not approve of it, believing it to be an abuse. She 
grants it, however, to the Greeks, with whom peace would 
easily be made if they held no other error." We are fully 
convinced of this. It is a small thing, in fact, whether the 
Greek clergy marry or not ; Rome would easily make peace 
with them, provided they did not impugn the authority and 
the supremacy of the Roman Pontiff. The Greek Church 
directs this question to the Latin Church — "Who gave you 
authority to forbid the marriage of the clergy ?" Why does 
not Rome answer her ? Why does she not justify herself? 
Let the Latin Church answer for once, but let her bring 
forth convincing arguments in reply. Who gave her au- 
thority to forbid things granted by God — to forbid marriage 
to ecclesiastics, whilst it has been granted to them from 
heaven ? 

Eustachio — I cannot deny that your arguments arc very 
weighty, 'nor do I know how the Church of Rome can an- 
swer them. He who does not see the truth of these reasons 
is blind ; ho who docs not yield to their force is obstinate 
indeed. We must either admit that men are wiser than 
God, or we must pronounce them rash, when they enact 
laws in opposition to his. To say that a man can make 
ordinances contrary to the ordinances of God — to say that 
the Pope, who is but a man, can make and unmake the 
Divine law — to call vice virtue, and virtue vice— these are 
abominable axioms, but such wares are not worth much in 
our days. 

Salviano.— The law of celibacy, impugned by us, was 
promulgated and observed in the diocese of Rome many 
ages before it was enforced in many other dioceses. Men- 
tion is made of a letter of Pope Siricius to Imerius, by 
which he forbids marriage to the clergy, saying—" They 
who live in the flesh cannot please God" (In Tomo 1 
Concil., p. 74) ; as if living in the state of matrimony was 
the same thing as living in the flesh ; as if the most glorious 
saints of the Old and New Testament had been displeasing 
to God. It is true, however, that many learned men con- 
sider this letter to be a forgery. Another Pope— viz., 
Innocent the Second — puts marriage in the list of. 
uncleannesses — Canone decernimus, distinct 28. And St. 
Gregory, the first Pope of this name, desired that he who 
suffered from the stings of the flesh, to the danger of his 
eternal salvation, should haverecourse to marriage. — (Con- 
jugii portum petant., Do Cura Past., part 3., cap. 30). 
Six thousand heads of young infants, that were taken out 
of a fish-pond, having been brought to this saint, ho was 
horrified at the sight, and acknowledged that the forbidding 
of marriage to the clergy was the cause of such barbarous 
butchery. Then sighing, he exclamcd — " Oh, it is better 
to marry than to burn." " It is better to marry than to 
give occasion to such black crimes." — (Vide Balcei. Act. 
Pont. Rom., p. 46. Francof, 1567). This fact, so 
lamentable, was also related, by St. Ulrick, to Pope 
Nicholas.— (In Catol.Tcst. Vcr., lib. 9). These things hap- 
pened exactly at that time in which the Popes were trying 
to bind the prohibition of marriage upon other Churches ; 
and those who were of this party pretended that they had 
St. Gregory on their side, but St. Ulrick proves lhe con- 
trary, asserting plainly that St. Gregory did not belong to 
their sect — " I smile," said he, " at their rashness, and I 
weep for their ignorance." 

Eustachio. — In truth I do not know how they were able r 
in process of time, to enforce that law. Pray tell me by 
what means they obliged Christendom to yield to it. I 
know that the Bishop of Tarragona, in writing from Spain 
to Siricius, Bishop of Rome, acquainted him with the re- 
sistance of the bishops there against the law of celibacy. 

Salviano. — That resistance was still stronger in England 
and in Germany. I would never come to an end if I were 
to tell you of all the tricks by which the Bishops of Rome 
tried to force celibacy upon the clergy on the other side of 
the Alps, and of all the difficulties which they met with 
in the attempt ; what," in fact, was left undone in the eighth 
century to iuduce the English clergy to abstain from mar- 
riage, and to oblige those who had already married to 
separate from their wives. How many miracles were in- 
vented ; how many deceptions were used to make this holy 
state odious, and to render the married clergy hateful to 
the people. Amongst other things a paper was produced, 
upon which were drawn out twelve articles against the 
marriageof the clergy ; and in order that these articles should 
have greater authority, it was declared that this paper had 
been brought there by the Angel Gabriel. Images were 
even made to speak. In the year 975 those ministers who 
would not separate from their wives being deposed, and some 
time after being about to be re-established in their parishes 
by a majority of votes, a voice was heard to cry out— 
" The opinion of those who are in favour of the priests 
is not sound." As the people were given to under- 
stand that this voice had proceeded from an image which 
was set up there, the poor priests lost their cause, and were 
driven out of the Church in consequence, by King Canute, 
and were afterwards expelled from the College of Oxford, 
by King Edward. These things happened, as Polydore 
Virgil relates, about the year 1020 — Lib. 6, Hist. Angl. 
In the year 1097, William gave leave anew to the clergy 
to marry, which King Henry also did about the year 
1120. The Archbishop of Canterbury, however, opposed 
King William, and in a synod, held at London, in the year 
1102, forced celibacy on the clergy. But a short time 
afterwards an abominable vice, which we dare not 
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fHHMi havjngfbeen.introdueed a»noogst the clergy, SUong 
^nip)a|nts were made about it. to- the Arehbishopibimjelf ; 
tjnd ne pot being able to ifind any remedy for it, since ha 
nagiected that.prescribed by God, could do nothing further 
jtjiau.to make it known to the Roman 'Pontiff. The Pope 
jfjftt John, a cardinal, into England, who, in another 
,ajuod,bel<l in London, in the year 1125, forbade marriage 
fymin to the clergy. , jhis did not occur, however, without 
an evident scourge from God, for the said prelate was,. on 
(he following njght, caught in l>ed with a harlot, and 
taken. .King Henry having then, as we have already 
stated, granted marriage anew to the clergy, the Roman 
Pontiff sentthereAlbertof Ostia, who put the finish ingstroke 
to the work, by forbidding marriage altogether to the Eng- 
lish clergy, as it came to pass, in fact, in the year 1188. 
— Balacus cent. 3, cap 10. There were, notwithstanding, 
in England, after that, many clergy, most celebrated for 
piety and learning, who lived in the holy state of matri- 
mony, and begot children for their country and for the 
Lord. In Ireland also, up to the year 1130, many married 
bishops were to be found, as St. Bernard attests, in his 
}jfe of Malaehy. 

Eust. — Truly, all that is very surprising. Tell me 
now how things went on in Germany. The Germans 
would not easily have parted with that liberty which they 
had already possessed for so many years, but, doubtless, 
the French may have less stoutly resisted the new law. 

Sale. — The practice of this new tradition did not suc- 
ceed more easily cither in Germany or in France. 
Geolibo, Bishop of Magonza, was son of Gerald, who had 
been bishop of the same diocese — Avent. lib. 3, p. 294. 
That took place in the eighth century. Paschal, Bishop 
of Coira, about the year 760. had his lawful wife called — 
" Antistites et episcopa Curiensis." And traces of this 
are still to be seen upon her tomb. In the year 1075, the 
priests of Germany had their wives, as Avcntinus asserts. 
Lib. 5, p. 579. Whilst the priests of Italy had, for a long 
series of years, been deprived of wives, the clergy of 
Germany and of France were married ; and about the year 
1090, there might be reckoned up as many as twanty-four 
bighopricks, in which all the clergy, from the highest to 
the lowest grade, were married. 

Eust. — Who succeeded finally in bringing them to obey 
so severe a law ? And how did it happen that all these 
last countries were not thrown into confusion by the 
execution of such a law, since, indeed, it is a hard thing 
to allow one's self to be deprived by men of that which was 
$rantod by God ? 

Salviano — The Nicolaitans, the Callisti&ns, and others 
bad already desired that the clergy should live in celibacy ; 
but the man who laboured indtfatigably in this work was 
Gregory VII., who, having acted as Pope before he was 
so actually, succeeded thus in causing to be promulgated 
some vigorous laws against the marriage of the clergy. 
But, as soon as he had mounted the Papal throne, he left 
no means untried to carry out his object, launching from 
the Vatican the thunders of excommunications, interdicts, 
and a thousand other juggleries of the Papal forge. After 
him Pope Paschal II. did the same thing. " It was then," 
as Avcntinus relates (lib. 5, p. 452), " that a most fierce 
sedition broke out. The parish priests were against the 
Pope ; the people against the priests ; and the profane were 
cruelly exasperated against the. clergy. . . . The mar- 
ried priests were despised to such a degree that they burned 
their tithes, threw into the dirt the Host consecrated, by 
them, and trampled it under foot (a wondrous monument 
of Catholic respect for their beloved transubstan- 
tiation), as they said that those priests who had wives 
could not consecrate. . . . There were some, how- 
ever, who cursed Hildebrand, saying from the pulpits, that 
whilst he dared to bear the titles of Vicar of Christ and 
God upon earth, he made a Babylon of the church, and 
■carried on the work of Antichrist in the temple of God. 
They went o« to say, this man by asserting that he is in- 
fallible covers his ambition, forges fables, corrupts annals, 
falsities oracles, adulterates the Divine Scriptures, making 
ihem favourable to his lust. Others also said, the law of 
Hildebrand can only be agreeable to fornicators, since 
they, instead of ouc lawful wife, may take to themselves 
600 concubines. Isfeldese subjoined — " The clergy of Ger- 
many exclaimed that the Pope was a heretic and of on- 
sound doctrine, for that having forgotten the words of 
Jesus Christ — " All cannot receive this saying ,-" and those 
of the apostle, " It is belter to marry than to bum'' — be 
strove to oblige men by force to live, as if they were angels ; 
and, whilst he forbade them to follow the course of nature, he 
opened wide the road to fornication and uncleauness. Firm 
in their opinion, they chose rather to give up the priest- 
hood than to put away their dear wives, and said that they 
would watch to see if the Pope (in whose sight the married 
wero unclean) would find angels to govern the Church of 
Ood. 

In the year 1075, Gregory VII. sent the Bishop of 
Coira to Magonza, with an express order to force all the 
pr.csts of that diocese either to renounce their wives or the 
priesthood. The Bishop of Magonza assembled a synod 
in the month of October, in which, when he wished to 
fEOmulgate the prohibition of marriage which he had 
received, he found such a resistance among the clergy 
ihat he was obliged to give it up. Nay, these priests were 
*o exasperated that they threatened to take away his life. 
JU1 that I have said, and even more, is certified by 
Isfeldese and Nauclerus. In the year 1076, at the tune of 
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Peatacoft, AewaeiL^a* ttM ,m Yftrmosia, [Stwaich.^K: 
Bishops of il'gaaoe and Germany assembled ; end «as| 
Gregory VII. had excommunicated the Ijhjxwot, *o the; 
*oui«H depoaedjthe Pope, who was accused and convicted 1 
«f various crimes. Amongst the other wickednesses for 
vhichliewas condemned were these, that he separated 
haabaads from their wives, that he preferred harlots and 
concubines to chaste spouses, and adulteries and incests to 
holy .matrimony — (Avent. lib. 5, p. 570). Even the 
Bishops of Italy, to the number of eight, having assembled 
in the Canton of Ticino, subscribed to the decree of this 
council, though, to say the truth, these, and many others 
were not sterifast, as they were too. much .in dread of the 
wrath of Hildebrand. 

(To be eeetinued.1 

THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE ON THE USE OF 
THE BIBLE. 

BY IIIS EMINENCE CARDINAL WISEMAN. 

( Continued from paye 63.) 

Cardinal Wiseman having, in the manner stated in our 
last number, endeavoured to establish the complete depen- 
dence of the Holy Scriptures for vitality, authenticity, and 
inspiration upon the authority of his Church, proceeds to 
explain the threefold grounds upon which she refuses to 
give the Bible indifferently to all. 

First, he says, the Church will not give the Word of 
God indiscriminately to all, because God himself has not 
done so. He has not made reading an essential part of 
man's constitution, nor a congenital faculty, nor a term of 
salvation, nor a condition of Christianity, but he has made 
hearing so ; for he tells us that, " faith cometh from hear- 
ing, ami hearing from the Word of God." He did not give 
the world the means of multiplying books, by machinery, 
till after his Church had flourished for fourteen hundred 
years, and had bred thousands of martyrs, educated hundreds 
of doctors and learned men, trained myriads of holy reli- 
gious to perfection, sent millions of believers to the heavenly 
Jerusalem, converted nations, planted churches, &c., &c. ;' 
and it is asked, if no Providence watched over the Church 
while she achieved all this ? God did not give his Apostles 
a precept to write, a code to be written, a liturgy or a 
prayer to be recorded : and this branch of the subject con- 
cludes by saying that, if the first persecutors, who hunted 
inexorably after the Scriptures, had succeeded in destroying 
them, or if any portion of them had been lost, still 
the Church, and the faith once delivered to the saints, 
must liove remained complete ; because the Holy Spirit, 
who indited the precious page, would still continue to pre- 
serve its substance unimpaired — " For independent of, and 
anterior to, all written word, was the promise, that he should 
teach the Church all truth." 

How many curious reflections are suggested by this ar- 
gument! That "reading is not an essential part of man's 
constitution" is a curious reason to otter to the " Catholics" 
of the nineteenth century for restricting the use of the 
Bible ! and in placing in opposition to this, the text that 
" fuitb cometh from hearing, and hearing from the Word 
of God," Cardinal Wiseman forgets, for a moment, that 
there was then a " written Word of God." He puts the 
narrowest construction upon the word " hearing," which 
frequently, in Scripture, bears a much wider sense than 
merely listening with the ear. Thus God is spoken of as 
" hearing" in the sense of attending to prayer. Abra- 
ham, in the parable, says, " they have Moses and the pro- 
phets, let them hear them ;" and, " if they hear not Moses 
and the prophets neither will they believe if one rise again 
from the dead" (Luke xvi. 29, 31), showing, plainly that 
it was the belief of Moses and the prophets (who, by the 
way, being then dead, could only be learned through their 
writings), and not merely hearing them with the ear that 
was meapt by the word " hearing." We might ask, why 
the Apostles wrote at all if they were not inspired to do so, 
and if it was not in obedience to the Divine command to 
" Preach (the word implies to proclaim or publish, not 
merely to preach orally) the Gospel to every creature ?" 
Wc might, also, refer to the express command" to St. John 
to write his vision in the Apocalypse, and point to the in- 
junction to abstain from writing a particular part of it, 
showing the Divine superintendence over the work in which 
he was engaged. Again, we might bring forward what 
Cardinal Wiseman himself loves to dwell upon, the ana- 
logy between the Old and New Testament dispensations, 
whore the people were first brought out by signs and won- 
ders, the law was then delivered orally, and, afterwards, : 
the Scriptures were written, the use or the interpretation ; 
of which would appear to have been by no means confined ! 
to the Priests. Rut, supposing there were any weight in 
this argument, founded upon the difference between the ; 
reading and the hearing of the word, or upon the time that j 
elapsed befoTe it was written, or before printing was in- I 
vented, it would appear to tell much better if the Church ; 
had not adopted the Scriptures as inspired, and if the argu- ■ 
ment had been directed against such adoption. We couW ! 
understand the argument, however untenable it might be, t 
" These Scriptures have been written without authority ; i 
' faith cometh only by hearing,' and as the Spirit promised j 
to lead us into all truth before they were written, we wi\ j 
reject them as part of the means of fulfilment of that pro- | 
mise." But we confess that it still appears quite unexplained I 
to our minds how the mere time at which the writing or the 
printing of the Word was vouchsafed by God to the werbl 



(•ttaffitrMheiftaeBVon^notofiw-Mception into the«aaonof 
tbe-Oharch, ^qt of the number of persons utho shall be per- 
mitted to read it. We eannot help suspecting that if it hud 
been delivered in writing, in the first instance, the Chores 
of Rome, finding the free use of it injurious to her claim 
to universal authority, would find some other excuse for 
restricting its circulation. 

But the Cardinal proceeds to his second reason. 

Secondly, the- Church does not permit the indiscrimi- 
nate use of the Bible, because God has not given her the 
"instinct to do so." As he has neither furnished her with 
the means, nor with the command, "so be has not in- 
stilled into her that spontaneous' impulse that guides her to 
new duties, in favour of this mode of propagating the 
faith." He gave her, the Cardinal says, "first, apostles; 
secondly, prophets ; thirdly, doctors ;" and the questions, 
"Are all apostles?" "prophets?" "doctors?" could have 
been answered negatively till now. It was not commu- 
nicated to the Church that every one was a doctor, and 
might become an apostle, which, he asserts, is the result of 
universal Bible reading, &c. " Men are now deemed fully 
qualified to teach the heathen, if they have a sufficient 
supply of Bibles to distribute, in some ludicrous transla- 
tion, and have themselves learnt sufficient of Bible 
phraseology to perfect them in cant." God has fixed in the 
heart of his Church the instinct of unity, &c. ; and the 
argument is wound up thus : — " If, then, we still prise 
unity, should we not be mad, putting all questions of 
principle and duty to a revealed system and law aside, to 
reject what has been its safeguard till now, and try what 
has been its destruction? For, be it remembered, the 
Catholic Church is no experimentalist." 

The above argument is incapable of being controverted 
in point of fact. We cannot deny that, so far from the 
Roman Catholic Church having been endowed with an 
" instinct" to circulate the Scriptures, she has the common 
instinct of self-preservation to induce her to shut them up ; 
nor can we doubt what the Cardinal candidly avows, that 
no sacrifice is too great, even to the withholding of God's 
word, in order to preserve and maintain that external, 
formal, nominal unity, on which the safety of his Church 
depends, and whose aim is the universal domination of 
the priesthood, and the universal subjection of the 
laity. We by no means wish to dispute that the " indis- 
criminate reading of the Bible" has been the " destruction'* 
of that kind of unity ; that to permit such reading would 
be " to reject what has been its safeguard ;" and that upon 
this question the " Catholic Church" is not likely ever to 
liecome an experimentalist. While we admit these facta 
for the Cardinal, we must leave it to the judgment of onr 
Roman Catholic readers to estimate their weight as an 
argument against the free circulation of the Scriptures, 
and to judge if the surrender of their liberty and their 
reason to others (to say nothing of the peril of Divine 
wrath which they must incur if they are in error in reject- 
ing the means of grace within their reach), is not too large 
a price to pay for the maintenance of that kind of unity, 
unknown to the early history of Christianity, which im- 
plies nothing more than spiritual despotism on the one 
side, and slavish submission to assumed authority on the 
other. 

The insinuation that " colonics of artizans, with wives and 
children, all pensioned for the work, under the title of mis- 
sionaries," are shipped off to convert the heathen,we cannot 
pass by in silence. This statement must be placed in the same 
category with other statements of Cardinal Wiseman's on 
matters of fact. He well knows that at least the Church of 
England sends forth no missionaries but her own ordained 
and educated ministers ; and if we consider the studious and 
laborious lives of those men, their devoted piety and zeal, 
their indomitable courage and perseverance in facing and 
surmounting apparently unconquerable difficulties — their 
patient plodding in the learning oflanguagcs — their untir- 
ing toil in turning that knowledge to the sole purpose of 
its acquisition — the translation of the Scriptures — the 
ingenious devices — the application of a syllabic alphabet 
to the language of the C'ree Indians, unmanageable with 
our orthography — the invention for the Chinese of a simple 
written language, in lieu of one so difficult as to be beyond 
the reach of foreigners, and hardly capable of being ac- 
quired by natives— and then, when we reflect upon the 
self-sncrifices, the disinterestedness of those men, and the 
wonderful success of their labours, wc have no fear that 
any but the wilfully blind and ignorant can be misled 
into the belief that this '• noble army " is composed of men 
" uneducated, unspiritual, unqualified for the work." 

But the Cardinal says — 

Thirdly, that the Roman Catholic Church "cannot, and 
mustnot, adopt the Protestant course, because wehavenorea- 
sontoadmire itsfruitsoritsexpectations. Weseenomotiveto 
be satisfied with the reckless experiment which others are 
trying, we do not see morals improving or crime diminish- 
ing, but the contrary. We see dogma after dogma dis- 
appearing ; baptismal regeneration is gone ; the Eucharist 
is scarcely believed in ; even the Divinity of our Lord is 
faintly held to, and that generally olMcured by Nestorian- 
ism or some other ancient heresy. No one can dream that 
faith in these great truths will revive through the diffusion 
of Bible reading," &c. 

We have before observed, that to attribute an increase of 
immorality or crime to the reading of Scripture is mere 
assumption, unsupported by proof. When a portion of 
Christendom shook off the yoke of the Roman Church, and 



